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CASES, REGULATIONS AND STATUTES
by Robert P. Achenbach, Jr.
BANKRUPTCY
  GENERAL  
AUTOMATIC STAY.  A joint creditor of the debtor
and nondebtor spouse sought relief from the automatic stay
in order to enforce a judgment and lien against the debtor's
residence owned as tenants by the entireties and claimed as
an exemption. The other liens against the residence exceeded
the value of the residence by $9 million. The creditor argued
that a discharge would produce a "legal fraud" in that its
joint lien would be extinguished as to the debtor and the
creditor would no longer be a joint creditor able to enforce
the lien against the entireties property. The court denied the
relief from the automatic stay because the creditor failed to
file its lien pre-petition, the debtors had no equity in the
property and the creditor's chance of receiving anything for
its lien was minimal and speculative. The court noted that
the creditor could still raise the issue during the
confirmation hearing. Frederick County Nat'l Bank
v. Lazerow, 139 B.R. 802 (D. Md. 1992), aff'g,
119 B.R. 74 (Bankr. D. Md. 1990).
AVOIDABLE TRANSFERS . One month after a
creditor initiated a suit to collect on a judgment, the debtors
conveyed most of their farm to their son for cash, a
promissory note and a life time interest in one-third of the
crops. The court found that the consideration received for the
land was substantially less than the fair market value of the
land and the debtors were made insolvent by the transaction.
Thus, the court held that the conveyance was avoidable as a
fraudulent conveyance under state law. In re  Janz, 1 4 0
B.R. 256 (Bankr. D. N.D. 1991).
DISCRIMINATION. The debtors received a 1983
discharge of their personal liability to the FmHA but
retained title to property which secured their debt to the
FmHA. After the debtors were denied debt restructuring and
the FmHA sought foreclosure against their farm, the debtors
filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy.  The Chapter 11 plan
included a recovery buyout under a debt restructuring
program of the Agricultural Credit Act of 1987.  The
bankruptcy court held that the FmHA denial of the debtor's
recovery buyout application violated 11 U.S.C. § 525. The
District Court reversed, holding that Section 525 did not
apply to the debt restructuring program because the program
was not a charter, license, franchise or similar grant from
the government.  In addition, the court held that the debtors
were not eligible because the previous discharge of the
debtors' personal liability made them no longer "borrowers"
under the 1987 Act. In re  Cleaseby, 139 B.R. 8 9 7
(W.D. Wis. 1992).
EXEMPTIONS
AVOIDABLE LIENS. The debtors sought avoidance of a
nonpurchase money lien on several items claimed as exempt
household goods.  The court held that two ruby and diamond
rings, a ruby and diamond necklace, a watch and two
cameras were not household goods, but that a stereo
receiver, CD player, two speakers, a tape deck and various
tapes, records and CD's were household goods against which
the lien was avoidable. In re  Lynch, 139 B.R. 8 6 8
(Bankr. N.D. Ohio 1992).
HOMESTEAD. Prior to filing for bankruptcy, the
debtors withdrew $21,000 from a brokerage account and paid
the money on their home mortgage loan in an attempt to
create a fund with which to finance their business
reorganization in bankruptcy.  The court held that the
transfer was fraudulent and granted the trustee a lien against
the homestead for $21,000 until the debtors repaid the
$21,000 to the bankruptcy estate. In re  Spoor-Weston,
Inc., 139 B.R. 1009 (Bankr. N.D. Okla. 1992).
IRA. The debtor was not allowed an exemption for the
debtor's interest in an IRA under Ohio Rev. Code §
2329.66(a)(10)(c). In re  Herbert, 140 B.R. 1 7 4
(Bankr. N.D. Ohio 1992).
  CHAPTER 12  
SETOFF. Prior to filing for Chapter 12, the debtor had
enrolled land in the CRP and was entitled to post-petition
payments from ASCS. The debtor also had pre-petition
debts to the FmHA and CCC for farm operating and crop
support loans.  The  ASCS withheld the post-petition CRP
payments after an administrative setoff was requested by the
FmHA and CCC.  The court held that the ASCS
withholding of the CRP rent was in violation of the
automatic stay. The FmHA and CCC sought relief from the
automatic stay to offset the CRP payments against their
claims. The debtor argued that setoff was not available since
the filing of the Chapter 12 case destroyed the mutuality of
the debts because the debtor-in-possession was a different
debtor than the pre-petition debtor.  In addition, the debtor
argued that the FmHA and CCC were not the same creditor
as the ASCS. The court held that the claims were eligible
for setoff because all agencies of the federal government
were considered the same creditor and the filing of the
bankruptcy case did not create a new debtor.  However,
because the court found that the CRP payments were
necessary for a successful reorganization, the FmHA and
CCC claims would not be allowed a setoff but would be
given secured status and the CRP payments would be
required to the paid by ASCS to the bankruptcy estate. In
re  Mohar, 140 B.R. 273 (Bankr. D. Mont.
1992) .
  FEDERAL TAXATION  
CLAIMS. The court held that a Chapter 7 debtor had
no standing to object to a claim by the IRS for taxes where
the debtor was insolvent and the lessening of the claim
would not make the debtor solvent. In re  Woods, 1 3 9
B.R. 876 (Bankr. E.D. Tenn. 1992).
DISCHARGE. The IRS had made assessments of
taxes, penalties and interest owed by the debtors.  The
debtors filed for bankruptcy three times, with the first two
cases quickly dismissed.  The debtors sought discharge of
the taxes because the assessments were made more than 240
days before the current bankruptcy filing.  The court held
that the 240 day period was tolled during the first two
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bankruptcy cases plus six months after each dismissal for
the taxes, interest and penalties assessed. In re  Linder,
139 B.R. 950 (D. Colo. 1992).
PROFESSIONAL FEES .  The debtor claimed as
business expense deductions attorney and other professional
fees incurred during the Chapter 11 case.  The IRS denied
the deductions and filed a claim in the bankruptcy case for
the additional taxes. The IRS argued that the fees were to be
capitalized as reorganization expenses.  The debtor argued
that because a Chapter 11 reorganization did not qualify as
an I.R.C. § 368 reorganization, the fees were currently
deductible as business expenses.  The court held that Section
368 did not define the only reorganizations subject to
capitalization and held that the bankruptcy professional fees
were not deductible under I.R.C. § 162.  Because the debtor
failed to provide any evidence that any of the fees were
incurred outside of the bankruptcy case for ordinary business
expenses, the entire claim by the IRS was allowed.  In re
Placid Oil Co., 140 B.R. 122 (Bankr. N.D. Tex .
1990) .
TURNOVER.  The IRS levied against the debtor's
bank account pre-petition and received the funds post-
petition.  The debtor sued for turnover of the levied funds.
The IRS argued that cash was not subject to turnover
because the debtor retained no interest in the cash after levy.
The court held that, although the courts are in disagreement,
the nature of the property was not determinative of the right
to turnover under U.S. v. Whiting Pools, Inc., 463 U.S.
198 (1983). In re Metro Press, Inc., 139 B.R. 7 6 3
(Bankr. D. Mass. 1992) .
The IRS levied pre-petition against an amount due to the
creditor from a third party for services provided by the debtor
under a contract. The court held that the debtor's right to the
contract payment was only a chose in action which was
extinguished by the levy; therefore, the estate no longer had
any right to the levied-against funds and turnover was
denied. The court rejected the argument that U.S. v. Whiting
Pools, Inc., 463 U.S. 198 (1983) applied to intangible
personal property. In re Sigmund London, Inc., 1 3 9
B.R. 765 (Bankr. E.D. N.Y. 1992).
FEDERAL
AGRICULTURAL
PROGRAMS
BRUCELLOSIS. The APHIS has issued proposed
regulations increasing the amount of federal indemnity for
breeding swine six months or older which were destroyed
because of exposure to brucellosis.  The new indemnity
amount is $150 for registered, inbred or hybrid breeding
swine and $65 for other breeding swine. 57 Fed. R e g .
29225 (July 1, 1992).
CONSERVATION. The USDA has issued proposed
regulations amending the highly erodible land and wetland
conservation regulations to provide (1) that in the event a
drainage district project converts a "farmed wetland," a
producer assessed for the project may be considered not to
have converted the wetland so long as the producer does not
produce a crop on the land and (2) that any crop production
on a prior converted wetland may be considered as proof of
intent not to abandon the converted wetland. 57 Fed.
Reg. 29658 (July 6, 1992).
DAIRY TERMINATION PROGRAM. The
plaintiff had signed up for the Dairy Termination Program
and had sold all dairy cattle and ceased dairy production.  The
ASCS ruled that the plaintiff had violated the DTP contract
and regulations by failing to brand all cattle by the required
date, had failed to include 57 cattle in the contract and had
continued dairy production during the five year non-
production period. The plaintiff had produced substantial
evidence of non-ownership in the 57 cattle and non-
involvement in any dairy production. The court discussed at
length its limited review powers in DASCO determinations
in the DTP under 7 U.S.C. §§ 1385, 1429 and held that its
review was limited to a determination as to whether the
DASCO ruling was rational and within the statutory
authority, based on the facts found in the DASCO ruling.
The court remanded the case back to DASCO for a clear and
concise statement of the factual basis of its determinations
that the 57 cattle were owned by the plaintiff and not the
plaintiff's son and that the plaintiff had been involved in
post-DTP contract dairy production. Simons v. U . S . ,
25 Cls. Ct. 685 (1992).
The plaintiff had been found in violation of a DTP
contract through an appeal to the National Appeals Division
(NAD) of the USDA. The plaintiff argued that the NAD
hearing was not conducted in a "manner deemed most likely
to obtain the facts," as required by 7 C.F.R. § 780.8(b),
because the plaintiff was not provided an opportunity to
interview or cross-examine the witnesses interviewed by the
USDA investigator on whose report the DASCO and NAD
decisions were solely based. The court remanded the case
back to DASCO for a hearing in which DASCO would
subpoena the witnesses interviewed by the USDA
investigator so that the plaintiff would have an opportunity
to cross-examine the witnesses. Vandervelde v .
Yeutter, 789 F. Supp. 24 (D. D.C. 1992).
    PERISHABLE AGRIC. COMMODITIES ACT.
A creditor shipped tomatoes to the debtor who failed to
make payment for the tomatoes before filing for bankruptcy.
The seller ordered an employee to send a Notice of Intention
to Preserve Trust Benefits under PACA but provided no
other evidence that the notice was sent other than to state
that the notice would have been sent in the normal course of
business.  The court held that the seller provided sufficient
evidence of the mailing of the notice to raise a presumption
of compliance with the PACA notice requirements to
preserve the seller's interest in the PACA trust.  In re
East Coast Brokers and Packers, Inc., 961 F.2d
1543 (11th Cir. 1992), rev'g and rem'g , 1 3 4
B.R. 41 (M.D. Fla. 1991), aff'g , 120 B.R. 2 2 1
(Bankr. M.D. Fla. 1990).
POULTRY. The APHIS has issued proposed
regulations amending the National Poultry Improvement
Plan. The proposed rules require the isolating and testing of
non-plan birds before introduction into a plan-participating
flock and new procedures for examining and testing
participating flocks. 57 Fed. Reg. 29044 (June 3 0 ,
1992) .
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FEDERAL ESTATE AND
GIFT TAX
CHARITABLE DEDUCTION. The grantor
established a ten-year charitable lead trust with 8 percent of
the fair market value of the trust assets paid to the charitable
organization annually. The remainder was held by the
grantor's daughter. The grantor's spouse had the right to
substitute property of equal value for the trust property. The
grantor's spouse also had the right to divest the remainder
interest by a special power of appointment. The daughter,
her spouse and their child were officers of the charitable
organization. The IRS ruled that the grantor was treated as
the owner of the trust and that the trust qualified as a
charitable lead trust eligible for the gift tax and income tax
charitable deductions. The IRS also ruled that the trust
property was not includible in the grantor's or spouse's
gross estates. Ltr. Rul. 9224029, March 13, 1992.
DISCLAIMERS. A grandparent established an
irrevocable trust in 1934 for a daughter with the remainder
to the daughter's child.  The grandchild disclaimed the
remainder interest after the death of the daughter, with the
trust property passing under state law to a trust for the
children of the grandchild.  The IRS ruled that the disclaimer
was effective and that the passing of the remainder interest
to the trust for the great-grandchildren was not subject to
GSTT.  Ltr. Rul. 9226013, March 23, 1992.
The decedent had established an IRA with the surviving
spouse as primary beneficiary. Within nine months after the
decedent's death and before any IRA funds were distributed,
the surviving spouse filed a written disclaimer of the interest
in the IRA. The IRS held that the disclaimer was effective.
Ltr. Rul. 9226058, March 31, 1992.
GENERATION SKIPPING TRANSFER TAX.
The decedent and surviving spouse established an irrevocable
trust on December 5, 1985, for their children and their issue.
The trust was funded with community property.  The
decedent's will bequeathed residual property in trust to the
surviving spouse.  After the death of the decedent, the
surviving spouse filed a supplemental gift tax return for the
children's trust allocating the GST exemption for the
decedent and surviving spouse to the trust.  The surviving
spouse also partitioned that trust into two trusts, one for
each grantor.  Each of these trusts was also partitioned into
GST exempt and GST non-exempt trusts such that the GST
exemptions would be applied entirely to the GST exempt
trust and the non-exempt trust would be fully subject to
GSTT. The IRS allowed these partitionings for these
purposes. The decedent's executrix partitioned the marital
trust into three trusts, one for application of the unified
credit, one for the QTIP election, and one for a reverse QTIP
election to use up the decedent's remaining GSTT
exemption. The IRS also allowed the partitionings for these
purposes. Ltr. Rul. 9226014, March 23, 1992.
The decedent's will bequeathed property in a QTIP trust
to the surviving spouse with remainders to the decedent's
children and their issue.  The will was executed prior to
September 25, 1985 and the decedent was under a mental
disability from before that date until death.  The IRS ruled
that the trust was not subject to GSTT. The surviving
spouse had a special power to appoint trust property to issue
or charitable organizations. The surviving spouse appointed
trust property by will to the children in trust which would
terminate 21 years after the death of the last descendant alive
at the time of the surviving spouse's death. The IRS ruled
that the surviving spouse's appointment by will of the trust
property did not subject the trust to GSTT. Ltr. R u l .
9226028, March 26, 1992.
Upon the decedent's death in 1969, the decedent
bequeathed property in trust to a son with equal remainders
for two granddaughters. The trustee partitioned the trust into
two trusts with each granddaughter as a remainder holder for
each trust. The IRS ruled that the partition would not
subject the trusts to GSTT or gift tax. Ltr. R u l .
9226043, March 27, 1992.
GIFTS WITHIN THREE YEARS OF DEATH.
The decedent established a revocable trust with the decedent
as beneficiary with the right to receive principal.  The
decedent also had the power to direct the trustee to make
distributions to third parties.  During the three years before
death, the decedent instructed the trustee to make transfers
directly to several individuals.  The IRS ruled that the trust
property was includible in the decedent's gross estate.  The
transfers from the trust were included in the decedent's estate
under Section 2038 because each transfer was a
relinquishment of the decedent's right to revoke the trust
with respect to the assets transferred. Ltr. R u l .
9226007, Feb. 28, 1992.
GROSS ESTATE. After the decedent moved to a
retirement community, the decedent made annual transfers to
the decedent's children of undivided interests in the decedent's
house. At the date of death, the decedent owned a 40 percent
undivided interest in the house as a tenant in common. The
court ruled that only the 40 percent interest was includible
in the decedent's gross estate. The court cited Rev. Rul. 80-
241, 1980-2 C.B. 273. Est. of Powell v. Comm'r,
T.C. Memo. 1992-367.
INCOME TAX . The decedent's heir received
distributions from the estate which left the estate with
insufficient funds with which to pay federal income tax
liability of the estate.  The court held that the heirs were
liable for the tax and interest because the distributions were
fraudulent under state law and delayed IRS collection of the
taxes. LeBeau v. Comm'r, T.C. Memo. 1992-359.
IRA. The decedent's estate included the decedent's inter-
est in an IRA which had the decedent's son as sole benefi-
ciary at the decedent's death. The son received the entire IRA
in a lump sum payment.  The IRS ruled that the value of
the IRA less the decedent's nondeductible contributions was
income in respect of decedent and includible in the son's
taxable income.  The remainder of the distribution, apprecia-
tion and post-death income, was taxable to the son under
Sections 408(d) and 72.  The son would be allowed a deduc-
tion for the estate tax attributable to the income in respect
of decedent. The son would not be allowed to defer recog-
nition by rolling over the distribution to another IRA.
Rev. Rul. 92-47, I.R.B. 1992-26, 6.
MARITAL DEDUCTION. The decedent bequeathed
property in trust to the surviving spouse. Under the trust
agreement the surviving spouse had the power to disclaim
any portion of the trust, in which case the portion
disclaimed would pass to a charitable organization.  The IRS
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ruled that the surviving spouse's interest in the trust was not
QTIP.  However, the IRS noted that if the surviving spouse
disclaimed all powers to appoint any portion of the trust,
the trust would be QTIP. Ltr. Rul. 9226059, March
31, 1992.
The decedent bequeathed property in trust to the
surviving spouse but the will provided that if the executor
did not elect QTIP treatment for the trust, the trust assets
would pass to a trust for the decedent's children. The court
held that the trust was not eligible for the marital deduction
because the executor had the power to defeat the surviving
spouse's interest in the trust. Est. of Robertson v .
Comm'r, 98 T.C. No. 47 (1992).
Under the decedent's will, the surviving spouse was to
receive property in trust under a marital and residuary trust,
with the decedent's son holding the remainder of the
residuary trust. Under a will contest settlement, the
surviving spouse received the marital trust property in fee
but agreed to pay from that amount estate administrative
costs and taxes. The spouse argued that the marital deduction
should not be reduced by the administration costs and taxes
because the payment was a gift to the residuary trust which
was to pay the costs under the will. The court held that the
marital deduction would be reduced by the payment because
no donative intent was found; instead, the payments were
made in consideration for the will contest settlement. Est .
of Natkanski, T.C. Memo. 1992-380.
SPECIAL USE VALUATION. The decedent's
estate filed a timely estate tax return in which special use
valuation was elected for the decedent's farm property.  The
estate claimed the maximum value reduction, allocated
among the several properties, and indicated that the reduction
was calculated using capitalized cash rent over five years,
less ad valorem taxes, on comparable land.  However, the
comparable lease and tax data to substantiate the
computations were not included until requested by the IRS.
The IRS ruled that the election substantially complied with
the regulations and was valid. Ltr. Rul. 9225002, Jan.
30, 1992.
VALUATION. In 1987, a partnership formed a trust
which purchased life insurance policies on the lives of the
partners of sufficient amount to purchase the partners'
partnership interests under a buy-sell agreement. Under the
buy-sell agreement, the minimum downpayment at the time
of purchase was the greater of the insurance policy proceeds
or 10 percent of the purchase price set by the agreement.
The trust was amended to allow the trust to borrow against
the cash surrender value of the policies for payment of the
policies' premiums. The buy-sell agreement was also
amended to insure that the minimum downpayment was
determined without regard to the loans. The IRS ruled that
the amendments would not subject the buy-sell agreement to
Section 2703. Ltr. Rul. 9226051, March 30, 1992.
The taxpayers were husband and wife and owned all of
the common and preferred stock of a corporation.  The
taxpayers transferred as gifts identical proportions of each
class of stock to their children. The IRS ruled that the stock
would not be subject to the valuation rule of Section
2701(a)(1). The transferred stock was subject to a right of
first refusal for shares transferred to persons other than
permitted transferees.  The right of refusal was granted to a
senior debt holder in a pre-October 9, 1990 agreement.  The
stockholders amended the agreement to substitute other
investors as holding the right of first refusal.  The IRS ruled
that the amendment did not subject the stock to valuation
under Section 2703. Ltr. Rul. 9226063, March 3 1 ,
1992 .
The decedent owned oil and gas holdings in oil and gas
producing properties.  The executor elected to value the
property on the alternate valuation date and some of the oil
and gas was sold after the decedent's death but before the
alternate valuation date.  The court held that the oil and gas
sold was to be valued as of the decedent's date of death as
pre-extracted property.
FEDERAL INCOME
TAXATION
C CORPORATIONS
ACCOUNTING METHOD. The taxpayer was a family
farm corporation which had five subsidiaries, two of which
had suspense accounts resulting from a change in accounting
method to accrual accounting.  The five subsidiaries, all
owned by the same family, were merged in a "type A"
reorganization with the parent corporation with all family
members retaining the same share in the parent corporation
as was held in all of the pre-merger corporations. The IRS
ruled that the suspense accounts of the two subsidiaries
would not be recaptured because of the merger. Ltr. R u l .
9226031, March 26, 1992.
COOPERATIVES. A rural telephone cooperative had
interest income from short-term investment of cash retained
for operating needs.  The IRS ruled that such interest was
non-patronage sourced income. Ltr. Rul. 9224007 ,
March 6, 1992.
COURT AWARDS AND SETTLEMENTS. The
taxpayer received a settlement award in a sex discrimination
case. The court held that the award was excludible from
income only as to the claim for personal injury but not for
the back pay amount. Leib v. Comm'r, T.C. Memo.
1992-354 .
DISASTER LOSSES . The President has announced
a list of areas which have been declared disaster areas for
which taxpayers may make the election under Section 165(i)
for casualty losses. Ann. 92-91, I.R.B. 1992-26, 35.
INSTALLMENT METHOD. The taxpayer made an
installment sale of some property in 1989 and claimed to
have instructed the income tax return preparer to report the
gain on the installment method.  The tax return preparer did
not remember receiving such instructions and prepared the
1989 return reporting all the gain in that year.  The same
return preparer prepared the 1990 return consistent with the
1989 election out of the installment method.  The taxpayer
in 1991 sought revocation of the election out.  The IRS
denied the request. Ltr. Rul. 9226012, March 1 6 ,
1992 .
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INTEREST. The taxpayers purchased timeshare
vacation homes with a small downpayment, 10 annual
interest-only payments and a 30 year balloon payment on a
nonrecourse note.  The taxpayers claimed interest deductions
based on the Rule of 78s.  The court held that the deductions
were not allowed because the transactions were a sham,
where the value of the timeshare units would not reach the
amount of the balloon payment and the taxpayers could
forfeit their interest instead of making the balloon payment.
Hildebrand v. Comm'r, 92-2 U.S. Tax Cas .
(CCH) ¶ 50,350 (9th Cir. 1992), aff'g , T . C .
Memo. 1990-87.
LOSSES . Loss deductions were not allowed to
investors in a standardbred horse program.  The court found
that the purchase prices for the horses greatly exceeded their
fair market value, the title to the horses did not pass to the
investors, the horses were not registered in the names of the
investors, and the financing arrangements were not
customary for the industry. Brown v. Comm'r, T . C .
Memo. 1992-379.
S CORPORATIONS
BUILT-IN GAINS. The taxpayer was a family farm C
corporation which elected to become an S corporation.  As a
C corporation, the corporation was required to keep a
suspense account after changing to accrual accounting.  The
conversion to an S corporation occurred prior to the end of
the C corporation taxable year, creating a short taxable year
as the S corporation's first taxable year.  The IRS ruled that
(1) the S corporation would continue use of the suspense
account, (2)  the corporation could annualize its income for
the short taxable year to prevent inclusion of the suspense
account amount in income, and (3) inclusion of any amounts
from the suspense account in S corporation income would be
recognized as built-in gains. Ltr. Rul. 9226011, March
18, 1992.
STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.  The IRS mailed a
notice of deficiency to an S corporation's shareholders after
the statute of limitations had run as to the corporation tax
return but before the statute of limitations had run as to the
shareholders' tax returns.  The court held that the notice was
not time barred.  Green v. Comm'r, 92-2 U.S. Tax
Cas. (CCH) ¶ 50,340 (5th Cir. 1992), aff'g,
T.C. Memo. 1991-78.
TRUSTS. The grantors established an irrevocable trust
for each of their minor children with an independent trustee.
The trustee was prohibited from exercising any trustee power
for the benefit of the grantors, including payment of the
support obligation for the children or purchasing life
insurance on the grantors' lives.  The grantors were
prohibited from dealing with the trust property, either by
loan, purchase, exchange or appointment.  Until age 21, the
beneficiaries were to receive, at the trustee's discretion, trust
income for their health, education and support. After age 21
the beneficiaries were to receive all income and after age 35,
the beneficiaries were to receive trust corpus.  The
beneficiaries had the power to demand distributions from
corpus equal to the lesser of the gift tax annual exclusion or
the amount contributed to the trusts in each taxable year.
The IRS ruled that the trusts were QSST so long as (1)
annual contributions to the trusts do not exceed the annual
gift tax exclusion amount and the grantors do not acquire any
power over the trust which would make them treated as
owners of the trusts. Ltr. Rul. 9226037, March 2 7 ,
1992 .
CITATION UPDATES
Crowley v. Comm'r, 962 F.2d 1077 (1st Cir .
1992), aff'g , T.C. Memo. 1990-636  (constructive
dividends), see p. 103 supra.
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